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Critzquﬂ of Mao Tse- tunQ by =.B. (Fews and. Letters Jan 1”62),

baing more Tactual and cautilorary than analgtical.

v

a. ThlS 19 o blgh¢y trﬂcky p01nt Mao's OnpOHitlon bo IlLl—aan wag
bated on tne faet that uhPTE was virtuully 1o urban prolebarlau

proper < nor nad tnpre cver ba*n much Jn 11mosf nor-industrialised

JCDinu.- and. th?t guerilla wayvisre in mountalns with at laast

nomznal d0ﬁ1nance of paa*antrv wag only- noa"1blc road fo suuesess,

Also Comintern contrel was strong in ihe cities and there is strong,

':through étronglv dl%nutbu (Wittfogel) evidence that Mao was not

~happy under umintern dlrectior he {uomznbang alliance had not been

; and | onlwtern.

1—3 n was not (ﬁastroygg}'unleﬂs you mean in soms tecnriual

e uqs diﬁmissﬂd and sent to- Voscow rutu“ne {with Redﬁ
rmy 1n Nanchur;a and. became senior party offleial.;
\ ___._..-—--—“""—--—-- --——-'—-—" T
.he Kiang51 Soviet was ‘never Vllqulﬁated" It pafced into Lhe
Juiphin Republlc.There was a purge nainly of dissident army and -
party men who apparently thought Mao t00 moderate:sbout 70U were

pfqhéﬁly killed.®his 5t111 did nét oput Mo in. nbsolute power,The

:]félllof Ii Ji~san was in Lact caused by the Comintern who decided

%o make 1§,;hef§a§56§3§§>ena the so-called "veturned students"

under the direction of Comintern zgent Puvel I'if continued to

dominate” the Party.

b. Again,what offﬁeﬁ ntq?,hnd vag there o working class if by this
yiou mean vrhen nzoletﬂrl b .ent Lrained union leaders =te were
killed by Chisng Teai-shek in 1927.And coald theﬁparfﬁ‘have nossibly
held topether urder Chiang's intense police opefﬁﬁinn$°

c. ﬂﬁqoau%n now there wre ecities and workers to he ured.,

T ..\

d. Ch'en Tu-tsiu,.

et —————

This is a dv""erou cyntement I rou mesn Wao has conmpletely
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abaorbed Confuv*ar ‘tenets of class structure and paternalist centralﬂ

control then there are admiftedly par;llel" buL tharas are also immense

divergencied If vou mesr he has dbacrbad ph;’oqophlc 1. ﬁremiQPs thaf
JF__..-—--—-""'"‘.'TT--.

|av be all rigqt { yin-Yaug bheory is rehlly-eeveloomenf ‘and

.-"'—---4—--—--*"%
Irough Gisparate but complem?ntdry fbrces,fgl,

- -

opp051tes 1t Seams more howss 25 kT jou JUHb use xonauclan irn the .

‘=ense that maat Wosternere us¢ id,i.e. to mesn Chirenesard in_this

f-ca se Turther difficulties arise for it is certain that cther Chinese

intnllactuals end communiuis end revo® utionarie wefe equally tied to

f1

heir'natloﬂ’ﬂ tyaditions.

qtlr ans of thln are: not ouallni ate.

”his I thinkLiSLunfair.They werse ‘aenulnalj exciteu bv tht thev

11rst tlme On .

:nvolut*onary fervour in &anan,;nd though we have boith modified our
opznlons.I stl‘l thlnk this period must have urou; nt o profound

+

liberatlon to milllonp.even if it wsas only temporary.




57 ‘Mergen Ave nue. Past Kaven,Conn.
i . '

SDear‘Rova thanks for neﬁ ’n: né this an fost.] delayead renlying

bécause I had thought thatv I wight 1ry o vp;er 1 eritique, But. FHFPF{
1&1160 off and I du ] enclose 2 Tew daogl Lorv S 13 tnﬂt w111
plobab]w tpll you more 2bout my state of mipa than.help ryou with
vgur work.&his is a';erriblv cgifficult guhject aﬁd you handls itlwith‘
“he con;idencﬁ your interpretation.whinsh is =ore sorsistent than any.
other T lnow of as an analysie of tlhe sate capitalist devélopmenﬁa’.
'nheant in Whht Drcdﬁ and uﬁmlniﬁfratlop and 2imost every wre elae*“i

r_ist‘on calling marxlsm-Lenirism,gives to you.

',am pu~zled hy the oversll reswit, :whichk leads you to see ﬂao:

I3

‘-‘Lmes an a Snalin_l_s.i: 1mp}j_c:,qlg_4md. _ur_inm.cal,md ﬂoes not

or develonmont 0r retrogression in nis 1houg?t or kis pevsond

'result 1s that vou end up with ¢ morollthixzkmterpretauion_— thms

'  mcant 1n a deOgaTury sense - wh;ch 1n fact is not unlike *hﬂt

,of Wltllogel,uhe Wittfogel of the polemice in Ching 4uarterly agsinét

TScwartz(rather Lhan the W. of Criomgzal Jespotism),whare he veos those -

whb“suggést‘é d;viamt“hrait in Chinese Communiscm or,]ef's_use the
.fword,Maoiam.ﬁs virtu.l traditops in thet

Kﬁ*'agaihst a monoiithic anti-"hriss bloue.dy ¢

'impute any intellactusl or nuviorel coiveidonos astwoorn Fou oona W,

2dmire vou muchk for thut,but wuner o cerbain similority ir

manner

Whﬁ+-‘ 2re 5 a3y anlify s 0o i the intallee Lual

- sy
-.,\-h‘.\.' J -“
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et e ‘

toshow his arguish and the resvone [or L6 ir Sopns undap

. -him gnd'his Tellows.ard to susaect tha solutiser.You do ba

Fundred  Tiaveres Lol buh what of

e Cour

—

CecTTuear rvaportd Bypoeriviond, durt wint Tanlirow

'siliimst) oﬁlﬁic i

© This is mud.led e

ltrying to eay o is that I osan ihis ULion w8

Cend if Tosee it s a Farxiet-humenist (o whieh my clsiwm in more. .
tenuous) I suppose I see it in z different wad Pevhops simply in o
1 . o . . . . - 5 : . - .

"

Chendimewtal

wiy since I our intelleciuel discisline.
these: reselvetions and - ones averiex! T ncknowledge thi

n .

do a:fine =nd origin=l attempt ot synshesis,and am hapuy té

Y T ) . ‘ Lo
en-of 2 little help.l? you bub ap wcknewledgerernt in ‘ne
~pledse leave out the vift on my knuwlasuge of Chinese,zince I.did

it in my.resding,=nd the phrisc sugrasis that I barrowad through’,

sources w

nevrs Jram Tngluand?




Februury 9,1962
'R

~Desr Jonsthan:

_ Tae chamwoterisiic slement of your critique.of the supplesent on Nao
brings us all over again to what 1o "subjective" ahd vhat is "objective? Bourgenis
acadenioians thinlc that by Telying only on the objective, the Marxisi le b1ind to -
tha question of will, personslity, the nocidsntal, the "human® and therofore never
reaily tells tho wholé atory., Hegel, who was no Yorxict not oniy Tecsuse ke lived
bafore Harx Lut because he was 3 “happy" bourgeois who 2ived in his philoscplde
towme of ideas, saw through eny such puperfisizl anniysiz. Without having any
recoiurss o Pthe wnderlying osunomios®, and truly belleving in the idesl in‘ite
purest thought sense, he nevertiwlses sav through it all sven as he, saw through his
own individual happluess to the negetivity end imparfoctions and even borroa of ths
sctual beosuss the miwlo wos bo peyvading a ooncept in both bistory, sotuality «nd
thsmgkt-tﬁt Be aholiched division botween cbjsctive and mibjective not [ A
werening® it as if it were some chalk on o blackbonrd but by "eboorbing” both
4nto ap Abvoolute where the unifying elemernt predominated over the &issident ona.

. : Take, for examplo, th? guestion of will. Hothing appsars £0 he more
- pubjactive thon a man's will. It is, philosephically, what divided Kant from Hessl
and the latter i@ww never had wore fu than when ha. hummered evey egsinst Hant's .
Noughts® «-if only were as ii Pought" 1o Pa, we notonly would be ertsing centuries
. of higlery of what ig, but could swoatitute the morel of men of good wiil shanging. |
1% all, bending 1t To “tho genersl Wil snd we'd bo living happily avor afbarie= .
. exoept that there would be ne movement, no forward movament of hpaanity.

This, hovever, diin't memn thut Hegel thoreby throw will" ovorbosTd

" ‘Quits the contruryl He:showed tEp contvedictlon within 1%, vhich: didn't oouo from o
~thy morul Yought®, tut from el f-dovelopment, developaent through contradiction,etos;

3

Phs’ {wo ‘most. luportant historic leaps in thie, said Hegely-ie whon will ‘recognises. (i -
 mecesaity sad dosen't allow hiuvelf to be oapriciouss itis want. of freedon springn:d
* fyam 6Iinging tonaciously to un wntithenis, and from locking at what is, and vbai -
. happenis, a6 .cantradiotory to what-ought ta be and 3o happeR....s man ie the ... | . ¥
'arohitest of him own foriunte..,If men remembered, on the gontrery,that wiat kappened
to than was an ovolution of themselved.sess.50 long n8 & man is othexwise:dopscions
that: Dk e 4o froe, his harmony of ‘soul, apd peece’of mind will not-he ‘disturbed -
- by dissgreestlc events.. It 15 their’ view of necennity, thezefore, whichis'at tho

. “oot.of the content srd discontent of men, and which in that way determined their '
© 7 aetiny itaels.” {Enoyelopedin, par,148) ‘ | ‘ B
o _If that were so -—and it isn't with Mao w=thenthe will _ e
wgurified of all thaf interferes with ite universaliem” (Philosophy of Mind, pare)-.
" would £ind no contradietion between Ateolf and freedom for all.. But whun discussion
is Yexoterio® and hance "the only method aveilsble in-dealing with the sxternal -~ .7}
approhengior: of notione as mere fuctpy@Oby whioh netions aze perverted-into their -

opposite.” (par.573)

Deur Jonatnsn, vou seem to think tnet this contradiction between '-?_ ¢
freedon Yor ell gnd freudom only far Ueo and tyranny for all must be aodified "é
acoording to whether Mao did something reslly out of "volition" or thore was s
"incxorahlo oompulsiont am 1f the "inexrorable compulrion” wmen't the very ons that
produced the will such as it wes in life with its inevitable resulto—IHsoizme :

If I may, 1'd like to say thet you are too subjective also
in your conoept of Staliniem just booause the debatéo in the scademic world
have in front of them Mao or Stalin or whatevar the personality snd being or
not being o "Stalinint" then depends on whether one follow that perscn oalled
1222 Stnlin, But Stalin was a nome, only a neme, for_agh objective wor'ld %anomanon 3
that of ptate-cnpitalism, That, and tlat slone explains, how could disregard
' avery rule in tho book of Stalin as the Rusbian phanomenon, and atill %e &

"Staliniot®=-but I nevor czll him thet because he thon 1s & Mooist and yet that
full ptate~cepitalist phonomonon. Please reroad the pootivj on the "Defeat of




February 9, 1962
-+Dear Jonathans

- : The characteristic element of your oritique of the supplemwent on Mao-
brings us all over again to what im "subjoctive" and what is "obvjoctive? Bourgeols
uncademiolans thinke thed by relying only on the cbjeotive, the Marxist is blimd to
- the questiun of #ill, permonslity, tho naoldental; the "human™ and thersfore never .

e5lly tella the whols story. IHegsl, who was no Harxist not only becsues jo lived
bafuore Marx but because ha was & "huppy" bourgeodis who lived im his philosophic
towar of ideas, saw through any such superficial analysis, Withoud having eny
macourse 10 -"the ynderlying economios®, and truly belleving in the ideal in ito
‘parest thouzht mBenee, he neverthelesa ouw through it all even as he saw through his
ovm Smividml bappiness to the negutivity snd impsrfectiona and even korros of the
acturl begelise the Whole was so porvading o concapt in both birtory, actvwality amd
thought that he aboliched division betveen objective and subjective not by ‘
*orasing® it as if it were some chalk on & Lmokboard Wui by "absorbing" both
into ap Ahsolute where thz unifying alement vredominated over the disnident one.

' Yake, Por example, the question of will. Ncthing appears o be mors
w‘b;}eotiva than & wan's will, It ia, philosophicelly, wint divided Xent fron Hegel .
and tho latter kMites never had mors fuh than when he hammered nwey againat Kant's'

Soughte" ~—=if only were as it "ought" 1o ha, we notonly would de erasing centuries <.

of history of vhai is, tut oowld substitute, the morel of men of guod will changing
‘1% all, bonding it to "the general will' and we'd e living happily ever after = .
smept that thora wau.ul be no aovemant, fomrd mvemant of hmsnity. i o

wl ]

- i e "h.':.a. howevar, didn't mesn bhx.t Hugol thmhy threw "v:!.ll" ovorbou"d ‘=
,Qnii-u the ‘nontraryt He showed the comtradiuiion _!%ga.l_u_ 1%, uhich didn't come from™ } [EE3
the moral "ought®, but froum self-develoment, development through oontrad.ction,eto.
The two most 1mportaagt historic leaps in- thls, maid Hegel, is whon will rnaognisaa
nesessity and doesn’t allow himseif to be-aapricicus:. Hthe want of freedoa .

-~ frod. olinging tensciously to sn entithenis, and from looking at what is, &nd. -.iha.t

_ ha.ppens, as contradictory to what ought to be 'mnd 10 hR[PONseses man 1s tha: ‘
architect of his own fortunte...If men remsmbered, on ‘the contrary,vhat what happendg

40, them was an ovolution of thimaélvas....ifo long 68 &' oan is otherwine’ Gonmoigus’
thet wiwmk he 4s free, his bnxwmony of BO!:J, ‘apd pesce of mind will not be digturbed
by dissgresable events, It .is theis’ view of nevessity, therofore, wbick i8 at the

.. Took- of the ‘tontent and disconsent of men, and which in that way deteminel tha:lr
deu'tmy iteolf." (Bacyolopedin, par,248)

_If thet werc so —and 3t isn't with Mpo =—thenthe will .

nurifiac‘. of all that interferes with its universalism" (FPnilosophy of Mind, par.): -ﬁ,

would find no ccniradiction betwoen itself and freedom for: &ll, But when discussion’) }

iz "exoteric" and henoe "the only method available in doaling with the external B
approhension of notione us more factey8Oby whioch nbtions are perverted into their

opposito." (P&r 573)

Daux Jonathen, you gsen to think that this contradiction bet'm :
freesdom for 2ll and fresdom only for Uao cnd tyranny for all must be modified
according to whoiher dao @34 something Teally out of "velition™ or there wap e
"inoxvrable ccmpulsion® as if the ™inexorable compulsion™ wasn't the very one that
productd the will such &8 it wos in life with itg inevitudble resulip—Meoiam.

. If T uay s I'd like to eay taat you are too subjlective aleo
in your concept of’ Stalininm Just becaums tho devatés in the academic world
have in front of thom Mnc or Stolin or whatever the peraonality and being or
not baing e "Stalinist" then depends on whethor one follow that persen czlled
St¢elin. But Stalin was n name, only & namo, for ai abjective world phemomenon
that of state-capitalism, That, and that aleno sxplains, how Meo oould Aisregaasl
every rule in the book of H£talin as the Ruepian phenomenon, and atili be a
- "8tglinist"—but I nevor ocall him thet bocouse he then is a2 iaoist and yet that
full stato-capitalist phenomenon. Plonpe reread the seotivj on the "Defeat of




your pointo of departure had been previcusiye.

" not physiocally deatrcyed, bnd roturned to the fold latery I thought that my Quotaiiol
- obvioualy it A3Ar't and I'11 make suro to expand thut posnt so 1t is olsar whén -

. 3

. ‘Revolution® wherw 1 speak of the faot thut gucrrilla way, not peusant revolutioas,
was the elemont made into & new theory, and later where I speak of the rosmomx .
Y5l Hao‘s only original and "fesling® piece of writing—the Hunan Reporte

7It was that. . : '

e v et =

21 not become the great divide betwson Maoism and Staliniem as , in World Yar I,
self-development d1d becomo the divide betwseén established Marxism, and Leninium,

: There 18 po reason to be s> self-oonsoious oithor on the question of
wheibsr what you casll "monolithio interpretation” beging to sound as 4if it wars
Wittfogel, Only whan one dieregards the truthe—end millions in forced lahor is -
dimgigeed bacsuse it is supposed %o be "order” ap sgainot the ansyohy befors und
therefore momehow "deserving" of mwx a whitewnsh of <acimn as againnt State
Deporiment persscution and miatdterpretation—the whole truth, thst one has

need for sroddy self-defence., 'No one on earth, from Wittfogel to the Sobwuts wing -
of the coniroversy~~both fully State Dapartment=—, nor from a Wra. Wright to an
outright Commrist (shether Stalinist, Emoiset, Karuschevito, or Titoist) would
posaibly wish to associate witk my integrel ingerpretation. And, while I wouldn's
lnud on zeadanic or n State Dapartment or Stalinist ehedr, I would, I hopemake -
the yomgz bwanist student wish to start on new, totally new foundations. "Apd thet :
was Ry only disappointment® in your eritique, that it muss did not take its’ " ¥
roint of departure from the mnalysis in the supplement, ut on the lLasis of what .

+
)

Now us to the oconcrete, factusl points: () T lmow I4 Liwsanwes

fren Enow which referred to "rebelu" and not to individusls mzde that clear. But

next 1 oxpand it for book., (b)At that point the rhymical divorce frow the oity 16
dealt with niot as if it ocould havs besn evoided 4n face of Chiang Keiwshek's e
triwmphant oomter-revolution, tut only se a matter of fuct. The sharp division bet: :
_woen 4 genuine Marxist and a Maoist there is that a Marxist would have told the :
truth, as Lenin @aid 1t vhen he had Yo reirsat to the NEP, insiesd of making the
defent into the bmais oftheory, as both Btulin did with "socialiem in one country™ '
und ¥mo with "the peasant Army." (c)Beoauss of the above ihe present ¢itics amd: |
workers are wet gou say oxactly "to be used", not to become the basie of ull !
frasdom, (d)Sorry abouw) the wrong spelling on Chien Tu-hsiu. There is quite s i
differcnce in Englich trenslsfion in the 1920%a (where I took it, I believe] mdd ,
tho more knowledgeable presemt. (e)I cantot oeo how that could heve been misunderw |
atcod as meaning anything but what I quote Confucianimm to mean in Mo "complementar;
in plecs of "oontradictory" in the view of oppoeites, (f)and {g) Sorry to ses ;
thet you were more anxious to defend the liberal writers and their genuine
snthmeiasm during Yonon than the new that I am ctressing over and over again
in dealing with the sconomic compulmicno of state-capitulimi, the typically Maolst .
“thought reform", the famine and tyranny that now exist. Of course, there is the
opposite ——and not only in what Ai@ the 100 flowers campaigne ravesled (the resl
Tevolution of 192527 forms no part of this particle since I begin with Mac and
Hac begins with the end, tho dafeat of 1925=7, up through the proseni"commumes®)
but what is sure to cone in the future. That is why I'm ghowing the indicatienn for
the futura, not merely the future of my bock 23 I say in artiole, but futvre of
actual developments in China and tks world., Therefors whet I really would greatly
appreciate from you ie comment an that very last sootion, "SubJectivity', and tell
me, sbove all, how it is, would, or msy affect your own atudy of China.

Yours, .
i Ry

*oxcept that I wns shocked beyond belisf by your flippant "emacks of HUAGY. Dear,
deax Jomathan, don't full into ths "popular frontist" attitude of so worrying
about & oriticism of what is, though thot be tha opposite!‘but truly the same

a8 OFU 48 of HUAQ)of what academioians, bourgeois or otherwiso, Bay that you do mot |
oarry & thought out te its logieal conclupion. That is the escencu oi; {‘Eh d/‘ﬂ(‘,( Lo
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‘Revolution® wasre I opwak of tha faot that guerrilla war, not peasant rsvolution,
wae the eleacnt made inte a new theory, end later whare X mpeak of the Teasons '
5% lino®a only original and "feeling" piece of writing—the Huzan Reporte

rit 'was that- - - ‘ . ' S

1\‘_“--_-__"_”_// . . . . . ' .
€14 not become the great divide betwaen Maoimm and Stalinimm as , in World w®er I,
solf-develcpment did bacome the divide between established Marxism, und Leninimn,.

There i3 po Teason to be mo mclf-oonsotour eithor on the question of
whather what yeu onll "monolithio intaerpretation” begins to cound az 4f it wory
Wistfogel, Oaly whan ono disvesgerde the truths--end miliions in foroed lasYor im
dieaivzed beosuse it is eupposed %o be “"arder® as agninst the anarshy bafora and
therefors somshow "demorving” of mEx & whitewash of 4deoimn as against State
Departaent perssoution ané misikterpretatiov—ils whole truth, that cne hao
naad for shoddy sell-dafence. No one on earth, from Wiitfogrl to the Soiwvats wing
of the controversy—bath fully State Department--, nor from 2 Mre. Wright to sn
outright Commmist {whether Stalinist, Msoiet, Khruschovite, or Titoist) would
pousibly wish to assccints with my intogrel interprotaiions And, while 7 wouldn'd
land an acadonlc or a State Department or Stalinist chair; I wouid, I hope,maks .
the yourg humanist: student wish tc atart on new, sotally new Toundatione, -Azd that
wag &y oaly ddsappointment® in your oritique, that 3t winme 413 ot teke dita” - oY
voint of departure from the analysie in the supplement, Tut on the basis of what -
your polsts of departvre hed been previeusly. - .

g How am %o the concrete, factusl points: (a) I know 14 id-sanwms .
not physicolly deatroyed, Wné returned to the fold latery I thought that my quotatioal
| from Snow which referred to "rebels" and not to individusls made thot clears But - .
obviously it didn't and I'1l make sure to expend that point so it is oloar vhen .. !
“next I oxpand it for book. (b)At that point the Fuyeioal divorce from tho oity is
dealt with not me if it oould b.ve beon avoided in focs of Chiang Kai-shek's .
trivmpbant sounter-revolution. but only as a matier of fact. The sharp division bati
- ween a genuine Marxist and o Macist there is that a Marxist would huve told the ~ "' 'J
truth, as Lenin eaid it vhen he had to retruet to the NEP, instead of making the -
defeat into the basis oftheory, os both Stalin did with ™socinlisn in one dountry™ )

and Mo with "the pessant Army." (o}Buocause of {ho above the present cities and

- worlors are what gou foy exactly "to be used", nst to beoome the basis of full
freadom. (d)Soxry about the wrong spelling on CLian Tu-hsiu. There is quite o :
difference in inglish trenslation in the 1920's (where I took it, I beliovel m#d . |
the more lmowledgeable present. (e)I cannot see how that could have been misunder= |
etood &3 maning anything but what I quote Confuoianiem to mean in Mao "ecmplemsniary
in place of "oontredictory" in the view of opposites, {f)and (g) Sorry to see :
that you ware more anxious to defend the liberal writora and their genuine -
enthusiamm during Yenan than the new that I am stressing over and over again -
in dealing with thu economic oompulpions of otate-capitalimm, the typiocally Mecist |
"thought refom", the famine and tyranny that now exist. OF course, there is the
oppusite —end not only in what %88 the 100 flowers campaigne revealed (tbo real
Tevolution of 1925-27 faruma no part of this particle since I begin with Mao and

Mao begine with the end, the defeat of 19257, up through the proaent"oomunes")
but what is sure to come in the Puture. That io why I'm shewing the indieations for B
the future, not merely the future of my beok as I say in ertiole, but future of '
actusl devolopments in China and the world. Thorefore what I really would greatly -
appresiate from you is comment on that very last section, “Subjectivity", and tell
ms, abeve all, how it is, would, or may affect your own study ot China.

Yours, .-
J";l '/L/

*excep"t that I wan shocked beyond belisf by your flippant "emacka of HUACY. Deax,
denr Jomathan, don't faoll info the "popular frontist" attitude of 8o worrying

about & oriticism of wkat is, though that be the opposite{but truly the same
as OPU is of HUA§)of what moademicians, bourgeoin or othorwise, eay that you do not

carry e thought out to its logical conclusion, That is the escencu O‘I. ,.311 Apaliorin. B8 s
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" Revolution" whese I speak of the fact that guewrillu war, not pescsnt Tovolution,
wae the element mads into a naw theory, end later whers I speak ¢f the reasons
Hao'a only original and "fesling" piece of writing—the Huhan Report—
' (ﬂ w8 that- . ' o
e e’ C :
4id not becowe tha great divide botween Maoimn and Staliniem ao y in World wWar I,
sslf-devolopmont d1d becomo the divide betwsan establishod Marxisi, and Leniniem,

There 16 no reason %o be so gelf=conscious either on the qusstion of
wLether what you 6sll "menolithio interprotation™ bugine to scund as if it were
Wittfogel. Ouly whaen one disregards the truthe—and millione in furced labor is
disataned because At is suprosad ¥o be "order” as &gainot the anarchy bofore and
therefors scmohow "deserving® of mwx a widtawash of “aoimm am againat State.
Degartment pereecution and mistiterprotation——the whole sTuth, that one has any
need for shoddy s21f--defonce, Ko one on enrth, fivcm ¥ittfogel to the Schwatg wing
of the controversy—hoth fully State Departaont.-—, nor from a lrs, Wright 4o an
oulright Communizt (whether Stalinist, Maolet, Xnruschevite, or Titoist) would .
possloly wish to asascoiate with oy integral intermretation. And, while I wouldn't
land 86 academis or a State Department or Staliniet chuir, I would, I hope,make ‘
the young Mmanist studens wish to etart on uow, fotally new foundations, And that
was iy only disappointmont® in your oritique, that it wewm did. not take ita o
point of dsparturs from the anulyeis in the supplement, but on the basis of 'what

- your points of depnrture had heen previeusly. .

. Now as %0 the concrete, fuotual poinis: (a) I kmow i4 ld~tanwas
- not physicelly destroyod, hnd returncd to the ‘fold latery I thought that my quotatio)
from Snow which roforred to "rabels" and not to individurle made *hat oleaw; But :
obvloasly 4% 4idn't and I'11 make eure to expand that point so it A8 oleiwhen
‘next I oxpand 1% for book. {b)At that point the physical divorce i'rom the oity. is
_ deslt with mot as if. 1t oould have been avolded in faos of Chiang Eod=-ghektg =~ -
triwaphant countor-revelution,. fact,

ruth, as Lenin said the NEP, instéad of making the
defeat into the basis oftheory, ua both Stalin did with "socialim in one countryw
and Meo with "the pemsant Army," (o)Beceuse of the above the present oities agnd.
workers are whet ¥ou sy axnetly "to be used", not to becoms tho basis of full
freedcu, ' (d)8orry atout the wrong spelling on Ohven ‘Tu-haiu. There is quite a
difference in Fnglish translation in the 1920's (whers I took it, X believe] waid )
. the more knowledgeable present. (e)I cantot ses how that could huve heen misunder-
stood s meaning apything but what I quote Confucianismy to meax in Mao "oomplementar;
in plece of "oontradiotory" in the view of opposites, (f)and (g) Sorry to mee

that you were more anxious to defend the liberal writere and their Zemiine
entlmslasn during Yenan than the new tkat T am stresaing over and over agnin

in dealing with the soonomic compulsions of otete~capitulism, the tyrioally Maoist
"$hought reform™, the famine and t 0f course, thkere ig the

opoosite

revolution of 1925=27 formp no part of this partiole since I begin with May apd

Eao begins with tho end, the defeat of 1925~7 s up through the present'comumesnt)
but what ig sura to come in the future. That is why I'n showing the indications fur
the future, not merely the future of oy Yook as I say in artiole, but future of
aotuzl develcpments in China and tho world. Therefore what I really would grestly
appreciate from you is comment on that very last sectiocn, "Subjectivity”, and tell
me, above 2ll, how it ic, would, or may effset your own study of China,

Yomg.'
3 S

%oxcept that I was shooked beyond belis? by your flippant “smacks of HUAGH, Dear,
derr Jomathan, den't fall into the "popular frontist" attitude of so worrying
about a oriticiom of what is, though that be tho opposite{but truly the saue

a8 OPU 13 of HUAD)or what acadenjoians, bourgecis or otherwize, say that you do not
oarry & thought out to ite logical oconolusion. That ic the ossencwu of’_ 4th‘({/‘mfi LI
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